f 


a czriz^s' 


01 S3®T3\-not e s 


wrong, .dubious oh-ehtrigh 


! ,Y 

- 'SJ&O' i 


14 "The interservice rivalry between the 731 end Secret Service was very 
much ia evidence in the hours following the President's death. 3T3I agents, 
in an effort to trace the alleged assassination weapon, arrived at Hein’s 
Sporting Goods in Chicago, conducted their interviews end left before the 
Secret Service agents located the store, hen the special agents of the Secret 
Service called upon ‘“lein’s, they were at first unable to secure any information, 
for the revslant witness informed them that he had been instructed by the i?3I 
agents not to talk to anyone.” Here footnote 19. That appears on p.268 and reads: 
"See index to Basic Source Materials in possession of Soimission, National 
Archives. There is no such document, there is no such source. T>,is is a direct 
and poorly-disguised plagiarism from Chapter 4 of wHT?3 ,: A3H II, pp.36,39. This 
is a six -page report, only small parts of which 1 used. Lane uses only those 
parts. My source was the Commission’s 87th file. The description of this in the 
List of Basic Source Materials esteblt shes the futility and transparency o f 
eny citation to that enormous jumble, broken into / f^ve lsrge parts. The general 
title is, "N^ve volumes, submitted by letter of 1' 8' 54 Re/fjOswald”. Identified 


by letters, the five ate in fleftfcsl ly titled, save fo V the "control numbers", 
"Secret Service '/ which is abbreviated, "Control Numbers". A .epgins with 40 ana 
ends with 759. This particular report was 108. There is no reference to 
Klein’s or anything else. Anyone with the slightest first-hand -knowledge of the 
Commission's materials knows that the greatest • single impediment tc its use is 
the' total lack of aoLindex. Here Mark has jus' t been e little more open-or 
careless with his ‘thievery, a little, more than usually contemptuous of hi s 
readers and truth, end only & little more ikHXxkirccssiasiix: dishonest than usual. 


SO "The Commission evidently agreed with me that the. matter should not be 
divulged, since it classified that portion of my testimony thst hsd been taken 
in Executive session "Top Secrst*V-jfhis is a eorrlete fsbricstior^Hart of Mark’s 
"testimony” was, at his request, taken not behind closed doors. the rest, 

including his, was taken with no outsiders present, but not in the Commission's 
** executive session.' Not just this portion of Mark's, but 100M of the testimony of 
whatever character and source was then marked "Top Secret". — ct cr.ogivp h-l c 

I However, a printed version said to be verbatim, has been 
issued, including nark's. As Mark well knows, had the 2° ! nmission departed from 
its practise ai*j cede the statement he then made about J ack “uby public, it could 
have caused a mistrial if sny member of tie jury saw or heard it or it could have 
laid the bests for appeals by defense counsel. Of course, tiler-: remains the possib- 
ility that Mark's formulation is simple error, but ± leave it to him to plead 
that abymsal ignorance of the most elemental iqjoi wedge of the Commission's work 
and evidence. " 


However, had Mark wanted to use another source thst he appears to have 
forgotten, he could have used a different version, to thick he testified, that 
is less complete. This is in his own testimony of March 4, 1954 ( 2E4S ) . 


Description of this normal session es "executive session." was for the sole 
purpose of distinguishing it from the part that was open, to the public. That 
artificial designation, here deliberately distorted by Mark, serves no other 
purpose and make that part of his testimony exactly the same es ICC?’ of the 
r eras ining testimo ny . 
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cu^L 


27 After all ths 
more extensive that 


exposure as 
;ny CHS siss. 


on radio gn ■ 
even though his 


sad contain©., virtually nothing not. previously, published, 
tact he did not get 10 ;. : p of the tine. Here h~ ^ --- th 

. TV: 


_Jifaen-n ho ki ne — ■a.-.ent 


-fcherfc- 


or tfc r — pirbli sh®r approe eheu 


- trca his own account, 
bc-Mc was far from the first 

he actually complains 
la t V;0P. had a ban on 

J-mu 




His evidence f ” Huring 1967, VOS presented whet its widely advertised s 


him. 

T The .-varren ^eportf* . It was to be a two-hour uninterrupted discussion 1 with 
the four leading critics and defenders of the Report. I was not invited to 
participate." Possibly it is true that there are those, inclugdns ypB, who do 
not regard nark as posseseddt of a monopoly on criticism of th^^f^ssination^SJi/**>^K»T 
J_hsve personal knowledge of the program, because Leo Seuvege aui I were asked * 

oy the S« BM 4 asiag station to appear, tar. Janner, vfcLo has on several occasions 
debated Mark, has on at least four agreed to debate until he found. I w-.s his 
opponent, here was consistent. He we;; replaced by Charles Roberts, author of 
a thcn-unpubli shed d s l o n so of tne Report , whose partner was the eminent L cui s 
Kizer. That show, after the debate between Nizer and me, ran for four, not two 
hours, end despite Mark’s snide insistence that the station was suppressing the 
subject and hijfyit' presented the show for a total of 16 hours on prime time, 
pre-empting ell eomp.ercie Is for this extensive period, a rather exceptional 
per io-msnce in commercial radio, tne exact opposite of Mark’s renpe sent st ion. 

If he complains that ftOR has a less exalted opinion of him and his work 
end knowledge than he -would like, he may rest assure that WOR is not alone. 


28 




A long complaint against David Susteind, vhich could better ’ce made by 
any other cfitic. "David would invite me to agppesr on his ’Open End' program 
...but that in vi t a t i on has .no t been forthcoming." If this is true it in no 
way distinguishes him, vn .pis true of the burden of his complaint , and 
certainly is less true of him, his book to the contrary notwithstsdning, than 
anyone else. However, what this passge ignores is the feet that he did appear, 
in October 1954, on what appear to have been the same facilities, with Suss- 
kind replaceifby Harrison Salisbury and with e number of other panelists. In 
Washington it. had the same spot, and x have a tape of it. 


38 His accounting of the cancellation of his contract by Grove Press, he 
says, "ana no suostantive reason fas offered." His agent gave me one* he failed 
deliver the manuscript by the contracted time. By the content of this book, it 
was not even really begin by the advertised publication cate, ^arck 15, 1964, 
which coincides with the contracts.; date of V.HITBVLiSE, vhich was delivered on 
time and, without reesen-evea without r ©turning the manuseript-the publisher 
broke the contract. Collier slso told me that ss of his last "knowledge, "“ark had 
not returned the advance, either. ' 

39 without specifying the time, but continuing -to poor-mouth, Mark says, "I 
had but .one copy of the manuscript. . .and I was possed of neither the time nor 
the funds to have other copies made". V,hat happens# to all that volunteer help 
he had' Or tc the copies he mimeographed at close to that verv tirae i 


to 


Horton: As he knows, publishers frequently gives lies instead of reasons. 

I dlso had my experience with Norton, with the president end^bith the executive 
vice-president, who. is also editor -in-chief. They volunteered that they just 
did not like Mark’s book. They did not like the approach or the writing. Rather 
than suppressing the subject because it was tor. hot, they offered me a contract 
if I would agree to make V.HITSV/AS^ even hotter. They paid my expenses for s trip 
to "ew York tc consult with them about this, which i believe is unique in my 
dealings with 10 times the publishers against whom "-ark complains, and I rejected 
their offer because I believe it required of me that I charge the go ve rnment 
was part of a conspiracy to kill its head. Again, the opposite of mark’s version. 



add 28 


wj^at it all adds up to ia a book-length complaint abaaut a media 
conpsiracy sgainst Mg rk Lane-again, "alone''. 0 n the cover this comes out as 
"Mark Lane replies... to the press end communications industry. . .and tells the 
sisry often grim story of how his dissent was almost silenced." 

T^is and more th. the cover-ad in "ub/isherj/s Weekly -."The thrilling 
story of a lone man determined who stoofi up toffthe Sstablishment’-and wohJ... 

.^.story of how the U.S. government and tha communications industry attempted to 
suppress his investigation of thej^pnnedy assassinaticn-and failed." 

Inside this printed "Hearts and Flowers" we learn of the total oonspiracy 

csi'k 

of v the networks*against “ark-alone. 

Now if this is true -and could Mark possibly lie?- we require an 
explanation for this language, part of the (for him) modest 'accountof how, 

Dutch boy with 10 fingers and 20 holes injthe dike, he^Surned the tables. It is 

d-'- 

t£tr\ 


what the cover of t hal 


-of- his bo-ajn- calls "Important New Material 


t$r 


Asdded". Less than 10 pages in all, t& a Ss g ^Eeing his retailing of tha work of 

u> 

others, from these three pages pety ta of two ponegr -a ^ns-ara worthy of special 

consideration. These are »i-eer Mark Lane 's Swords: 

"I appeared as a guest on 185 television and radio programs originating 

from almost every major city oin the Halted States. Many of these were important 

network or syndicated programs, some were specially produced documentaries, two and 

even three hours long. I think the new response of the media and the fact that a 

genuine dialogue is now under way in America regarding the events in Dallas is an 

indication of the resiliency of the American society." 

» 

Quest ionV’can both Mark Lanes be honest, honorable men snd writers? 



o 


However, as Mark knows, for it is his book, there is more than reasonable 
ground for objecting to the conclusion of his bo-ks. ‘^his cannot in any way 
honestly be described by his words, "I agreed that the facts could not. be 
altered to provide a nicer book". This is plain deception, '.hat is In eking in 
the ending of Rush To Ju^ggagnt is facts, it is s bitter, biased, distorted and 
deliberately incomplete of .dark's own hatred of the chairman end general 
counsel ana carefully eliminates what he wants ignored, particularly about the 
rules of evidence. It is so undisguised that prior to the eppesranee of a long 
article on it in 




trade 
t li 5 s 
left for 


ewsweekj one of his closest associates was o^not-d to me by a 
tor, who is- also a close friend of his publisher, that the intent of 
lag -was to convince Sari barren end everyone else that there was nothing 
ch.igf justice but suicide. The book is so totally aimed at the 


th- 


chairman end counsel tna t mark ha 


m 


3 ait 


ea even 


reseru, s 


reproduction of the questionings to eliminate the lawy -rSS none 
every case appear, .in the printed t an scripts he quotes. 11 


a s v.e roe t ini 
, which in 


40 For this discussion cf the presentation of his book tc/Boadley-Heac, which 
he pretends was entirely his arrangement and idee, what is missing is an y 
account cf how this came to pass, ft was entirely other than his idea, entirely 
other than his initiative, from what the person who told as she arranged it did 
tell ne. Telling this, however, would be inconsistent with the pretense of the 
book and the explicit claim of the publisher that everything that anybody did 
and everything that has not yet been done, ‘dark Sid, alone and unassisted. Hacking 
from any of his writing or any of his speaking that 1 have heard is any expression 
of gratitude to Sally Belfrage, who sent him to he-" friends in England who 
made all the arrangers nts for him. The editor he acknowledges, ^onrenberg, 
eve n he it- her former boy friend. She also told me tVt- prior to tap e f t Mentions, 
^'< Gon?.-?nberg v j] fe- the bock it was gone over by three eminent historians, not only 
Trevor-Roper, who he mentions hers in a different context. Teat, however, is 

consistent with his failure to credit The National Guardian with publication of 

/» 

his "brief" ih all those thousands of fo’tnotasl mostly duplications^ to make 
footnotes a selling poin$. See p. 376. One possible reason is that- prior to his 
financial success “ark was afraid of left-wing taint, even from his greatest 


ebenf actors, lii: 
era, had been editor o 
edit orSin-exi le . 


Belfrsge's father, ojQe of the early victims of the McCarthy 
the National Guardian, had be*n deported, and ..as then 


-4-6 Chapter S has a curious omission of dates, consistent only with mis- 

representation of the reality of the book ss drafted and an effort to pretend it 
brought forth what was previously unknown. He says ne and his wife moved into a 
small flat "to await publication. Viking rushed through Epstein’s book..." as 
though there were no others. Thera were, then, both LZITE'-VASH and the second boo 
frhia on-* Lane never mention's, Sylvan Box's. The delay in eppe- ranee of Lane's book 
is not si?Cc? c t 1 v v/liit t mi.-tht os 9>iTH:?ct6c of* tbs msn vAio Iier? w p 1 1 9 s d i s *o q P9 & i ri -cv* 1 y 
of "7, 'essberg' s. ..rather unique style" (p. 162), for it is attributable to the 
literary attentions his own work required to make it publishable. 


f 48 Re 


NMoi' fa -Ttngtnrt K, fe-e publi: 
3hgw -no :1st? in id. Later ?— \ 


oka for Ruqh 


Jt-lil. . . 


the chanter on Eux 


and get hi- 


tell truth-or tell if. Hither 



than "one of the critics had declined a similar invitatio oftAuch earlier^ I bed 
done it, facing his representatives in the first more than two-hour one-man 
"special" that established new ratings. Rather than requiring herisn to ap ear with , 
Burke in criticism of the Commission, as -»*ark says, after the show I did with 
it required herosim to e-peer in supnert . And the special program about which he 
says "they approached me", wo before his Burke show and after nine end fast only 
and in response, to the reaction to. it. LV4a his representation of Epstein refusing 
to ’appear is f'-lse, for until the last minute efforts continued end the night before 

it s 3 x pe cteu ..s vo .Id. rJ or is it that a "5onxni ssion defender wss added", ni the 



■jVw. (Utf't > 


\ 


members |and most of i,ks senior staff were invitee, and before the bit about 
jipSi.'cin.- i-ioev/ise, >. s one yinul/f expect, the story of the subseouent Kizer 
show is false. Tell it. -Hzer wouldn't face rr.e and I was tossed off my own show. 


-.bile Selsndris 



audience nor? than any other, with 
before *--ar’c was there. 

d0 Difficult as it is tc be unfair to 0 oe Pyae, Hark here succeeds. The 

reason a single station does not air the same guest on similar and adjecaant 
programs is t-scitional and net exceptional, --.t the same tiros 1 voluntarily 
surrendered the snydicated ^yne audience to confront Lesley Liebsler on the local 
f-omax show, to get him off Mark's tech, at the request of Haro's fpi end«, then 
strangers to me. The second time I ran afoul of this prdDusm/ 

dispensation that permitted ray doing both competitive shovrs^ chat Hark does not 
say is that his 'friend Kort Sahl was the opposite side of the coin and to the degree 
he dared used his own TV and radio shows to promote Mark personally and his book," 
not the comoetition. 


59 This representation of Arlen Specter as afraid of him alone is the 

indulgence of ego and deliberate deception. Specter had by then refused at least a 
cozen confrontations with me- and once, having accepted s TV appearance, cancelled 
it "'hen he learned I also would be on. At this p-riod he also refused a syndicated 
"HS’A'-TV show rather than face me, ss he did with KET. The fact ip that Soecter did 
face kiSBC in "ritsin, whereas when ± called him s deliberate, ropjtious liar and • 
dared hi n to sue me, he refused even to face me in court. W 



P‘0 mis representation of 0B3 is fraudulent, 

interview all the critics, he also cams to me for he 
not give . 1 n fact, the:/ never once mentioned my name 
acquired lane's publisher, they advertised his book 


hob Richter wee assigned to 
Ip end promised credit 03S did 
or that of my books but, having 
on esch of the four shows. 



citizen's Jisss-nt 


£B . This -8«lyn Arm l:i stuff if fro- 17; end it only. There ^ — 

l' not made n 1-;, in eluding the footnote. 


90 


This taker stuff also ia fro:. 


to ‘ l * 
iH 


<UI and nowhere a 'se. 

If . ^ . Hue ting Oswald have time tc get to ‘Tenth and Patten !-• tioe for 

tae xavel encounter with xipritV* I knot of no responsible critic of the Com^ioo 
“ fl ? hss i s ; sea A :la r-oiat, which CBS pretended v;ss a v.tal argumriet of the critic^ 
ibls Ielse * 1 ac< xt la ac answer to say "Oswald had more that a h-lf hour +o 
cover the distance of approximately four Mies", for he he* tu 

rooming house end to be there ea late ss 1:03 p.m., which in itself . 

getting to the Tippit murder scene ir. time to commit it. 


: _ ~V e asain refs ” anss t0 the (nonexistent) "index of the basic source 

material re lie a upon by the Commission'’ The error is re nee ted. It enui > b=" i - t-m-t- 
ing to know if he hss or hss even seen a copy of this bibliocranhv. Take 

■ 1 cc> ’f r f e » "i 1 " not ^sve to go to the Arrives to see this. It is a v» < ’ eb 1 e - 

\ c ,nly OS.iOO on microfilm. really knows so little about this he actually says " * 
v. v267 ' thst the numbers ere "the Options! Archives file number" . 

103 ( 250 ) V/hy i ■; there no source or. this gra ph? Is it mssible that th» ahead of 

the car varied this greatly in sM? n second i j. • . 

. - f M -et-onu, ic-5 i>l;i6 nodu 8 « can OUt hlS foot 

ou one crake ena ‘-ate it off* I s it not, for example, just as -oo- = tbl.= that t v -e 

camera speed varied? Or that the analysis is wrong because of defecVi.vthe ~ 

-y-uletionsf xxxzKxx <»ith ell this footnote flackery, why is t ..ere no source. 

lO^U/ "3xa mi nation o the Zapruder camera esta blithe that ir. ran «t e = ==a cf 

1«. 3 frames per second". This footnote is er. error, axamimtion o' tr = 

-■st.a off, an the speed at which it ran. m the esse of this camera, it a-uld m+ s4’’ 
es.ecl.sh tne speed or steeds et which it could have run. The fact U fr-et' 

“ 8S "° test 01 sn ? • slnd to show -the rats et which film was actually exposed. 

A . .. . . ., T ^ e ,.?l sis D f comes from my work, what I first brought to 

- 11 '- J in vao:., noo ..ivh oBS or Alvarez of any of the oth *.r ousted «nn^a« 

~ ers Lans ' s criticism, wftich is baaed upon the invalid work of the' emission" Ar 
attack on invalidity by CBS, is less honest than CB3, wj ich at least referred to 
vue^orx of one critic", es Lane knew. He knovifso little about this ns act that 
as a ' v,e T i:5t sckncarledge one variable, speed of the caaera-or the SO?, error i-> th 0 
reenactment. T h is is in no way relieved by the guarded 8C ^wledgenent on ill" 

’.‘/here he evades whet I first began to brifag to light in 7 , AH this toy,”. Ain A 
cpm on, no evidence hes been produced which would tend to invalids th« 
correctness of that figure." The question is net at all -if the filmed, An feet, 
run slower" , but did it run faster, which is quite possible. 

} 1S r . Reference to NTT i mas review cf the basic work he here refuses tc credit, 
-now u.ew torn rimes he quotes and coamant or. the quotation he us-s. 

llo 'rM? quotation from nTl that the Z film shows the President "was thrown to 
L.ne lext end toward- the rear." Here Hark tries tc eliminate his error and t 3 v 0 

by inaccurate quotation from his own book, by eliminating 
t,.. ,....rd aij.ee uly . ( F.Tj 5o) Ana there his source ciced is not even the movie which 
ae could h-ve s=en and studied ana didn't oricr to the nublica-ion sw but t'-e 
printed. stilU in 7 0 1 18, which show nc such things as he repres'snts-endAern.ot. Ahe 
motion is backward, after s pause tte body sninhs, back to camera, fai i Q to 

'the left, slowly. “ " 

119 t ”“1 though CB3 charged. . .that I did not 'always allow fact== t« >»<=+. in 
the way' °f my ’-heories*. the network was unable to substsntiste'thst allegation 
with a single example . rfant me to? 

rl 2 


< 2^4fd7«g 




Asm aim to rssc 


paragraph on me arm to expusin it. Begin bj 


thanking him for hi a kind "defense" . Ask the source or sources or his statements, 
"hat he validate them end ex Is in the context in which he presents t hem-how, 
with his greet dedication to accuracy ana nothing else (ses, for example, 119 
•end CBS), he checked his facts. 


127 "Ball's name does not a ppear in Rush To Judgement". Very good point. 

'EY does it not appear in RTJ? Simply because Mark edited all fas testimony he 
nonetheless presented as direct quotation, to hide the identities of the c ours el 
ss part of hie campaign siej^inst Wgrren and Bankin. There are numerous references 
to Ball in RET. (There i? also a reference to the 'dx3'd_Kiz=r thins hare that 
miftht be com. 'anted on.) 


132^ Is this no t a rather glib representation of both the "debate'' snd its 

consequences* First, was there not e tire when you refused to meet Liebeler face to 
face or the ground you were- suing him* Sid you ever file such a suit? I went to 

California to debate Liebeler snd get Mark off the hook because Liebeler was scoring 

points on Mark. I went to California and Liebeler, 1$5 rally, fled to the east coast, 
having by then avoided three p tjf.ro Q-g-g . It was net untij the following month, 

from 133, that the date for t oe bate was set. with me, even when he agreed, he 

failed to stew up at the studio/ 


147 This representation of his debate with Kizer is so mi srepre sentative it 

is wifullj -dishonest. -Promotion for.Hizer's book was then well advanced. He had made 
a number of appearances in con action with it. A month earlier I had ruined him 
in a four-houifdebste on .VCR. The VSB’.V-TV show had been a debate between him and 


me i real tns n 


rfdsbste on "OR. The V®B',V-TV show had been e debate between him anc 
i'ght of 12 / 0 / 06 , when the Oota.-.i ssicn lawyers had fails, to 


shew up to fads me in even a gsngup. After what happened to 'aim on ADR when he faced 
me, I wee tossed off the '.THEM debate. Lane was a lesser sv^il to Kizer. 


162 "One of the marly books ori the subject was originally self- published". 

•Thy the evasiveness, failure to mention the title? Is it because ;HITSTAS5I was the 
very first, vii'H i 1 m "1 a year before RTT? Here again Mark makes expert us 


very first, rii'H i 1 m "1 a veer before RTJ? Here a-t-in Mark makes expert use 

*■ if ’ ’ If 

of the vessel elbows, knees and noils, pretending a defense the t is otherwise inten- 


ded and phased. Typical is the f eral p v r..j ; ;rc- p a of t - kr. footnote, which reads ; ( ■ re - l.d j . 
Hew this is in no sense s parallel, not even properly called s "document". I was 
not making any literary reference. Uy reference we s to sn FBI report which was so 
openly editorial, so very nasty end partisan, it is ca that basis Slone unworthy of 
credence. Unlike Lane's representation, I then devoted not the one mention he cites 
to it, from page 91 of ?W, but print the entire report -in facsimile on pp B30-S. But 
even MS reference to ana quote ti on' f row p-.ge 91 is selective to the point of 
raispresentsticn. Ke saps I say that because "a document was written in % ’rusty' 
style” if was '"therefore, 'if for not other reason, f-om its longu p:s alone not 
wohhty of credence^". 1 do not say that because t is ’nasty” it is not worthy 
of credence. The entire passage is longer then “ark 'a footnote indicates, beginning 
on the previous Lage ana giving detailed explanation. But even if we restrict cur- 
selves to what he misrepresents, that brief passage does not warrant his distor- 
tion, says other than he represents it to, and says it in less space that his 
distorted note. It actually xsz&sx says that the report in question "is an argument, 
not a report. It is nasty, openly prejudiced, disputatious snd, if for no other 
reason, from its language alone not worthy of credence." That I actually said 
is that the report was inaccurate, incomplete, incompetent, s poor argument ^rather 
than an investigation (which is not the same ss s writing) This is a At ipy 5 \ * + 
by Mark than cannot 'os accident el snd is unfortunately typical of his sneaky literary 
and debating rabbit punching, ell from the back, never to the face. 

And thus also he disguises the fact that even in an ex parts writing, 
•■where I could not face him, Professor iV aplen wee uns ' le to find say error in ay work. 


Although it is virtually impossible to b=> 


unfair to Professor Aaclar 


1S2 





-Jar’: slices?. ds. Pr.-t'-nclins that ell 


uc ass seio about blip picture here ei ecusse i , i 


th? eighth p3 v <?n by -hil -illis, Is la his bo-k, he says, "1 have never offered 
opinion on that qusstionl diathsr the picture showed -"uby at the Jenoaitorv). I 
have invitee she readers of Xush-to Judgement to examine the chotowrarh ynax 
ras — their o'.vn decisions', i'his is rather difficult for those readers,' f„ r .«• f*t«r 
promising an extensive photographic ap-^ndix, -art's books came out with none. 'it 
is obvious his readers could not do whst he says they could. But what is real lv the 
point is the t in his radio end T7 appearances, which reached infinitely acre 
people than his bc~k, he did exactly the opposite of artist he here represents and did 
say the picture did show Ruby-ani did this in ray presence. 

173 i? hst is lacking in this reference .to the 2s cruder film in that I brought 

it to light-the ssxXxExXisxxxixxxs missing frames, the editing of these at each 
of the missing sequence, of the copies- even th* bringing to light of •.vaht allegedly 
fc-.p gened to the film flowed fro.:, me through a newspaper reporter, and'^1 1 is nrssent- 
ed by i.:sr!c as t cough it is his work, for this pessge is introduced ;:y the statement 
that Roberts made "reference to me or my' work si^jp seven times" in nine' -cases l"" 


192 


. it h all credit due Garrison, end giving him enough is hardly possible, 
this is not his "discovery" hut is work done for me by -1 . Chapman, of Bellas and'’ 
reported oy me to- Garrison in August of 1967. It is in pursuance cf a theorv first 
eavaaoed by Jr a. -“lllian bJastslbsno, of Hollywood, who. now has my extensive colls c 
of all the publi convenience v-tf* which the sewers are but pert, of all of Dsalej 


tiofd 


- . 7 y 

Plaza, be foreland after its rebuilding. I showed those pictures' on this station! Tt 
is not "A very large pipe" that ends on the grassy knoll but she smallest of* Vi 
that arsa,phere others r.-.n up to 30 inches. 


>f ell in 


234 Typical St the dirty writing designed to falsely claim credit for what 

hg had absolutely nothing to do with is this: "After the publication of Rush To 
judgement in 1965, considerable info nation regard! nr- the possession of the 
autopsy photographs and X-rays became available for the first time" . "he relation- 
ship here is ixxx like that of the noon end green cheese. There is nothing in 
RTj on this (or most other aspects J not already well know end not anythin:-' like 


whet had already been well publicized, from other sources, notably Offiaad Inquest. 
Mark knew so little about this aspect that ho was then saying that what the auto- 
psy doctors bad burned was their notes. He made this mistake so often that even in 
this section cf this book he is so evasive he doesn't say what was burned. In a 
TV taping of that period bed to correct him on what had, indeed, been burned. 

I-e is so uninhibited in his use of other people's materials that he -uses the Phrase 
x used in .tcliSivASEi "Best Evidence", ss the title of this chanter! 



h'Bl ii(^ky 


* 

"Pre-Publieation Statement by Mark Lane", Holt, Rinehart and 7/inston brochure: 

A 

"But the recent release of the FBI Report ( declassified only recently 


and quoted here for the first time^,. 


"During April 1966, I visited the National Archives and discovered 

Cemph. added) that the FBI Report had teen declassified.,." sside from his 

rather incomplete understanding of this report, whose failure even to account for 

all the shooting escaped Mark, he knew better. This was anything but the first 

quotation of the report. First, it was assiduously leaked by the government. Next, 

it was first quoted in magazine by Vincent Salandria, Mark’s own collaborator; 

first reporduced in facsimi^Le^by mej first in my book; and to his knowledge was 

being used by Epstein in his unpublished bookj k4u<^\ 

Further, be fore Rush to Judgemen t, before Epstein finished his book. 

Ml ' 

//ark knew better. Forgetting what he wrote in this p re -publication blurb/'the 

enormous advertising and publica44=ss-relstions campaign by his publisher, Mark 

told the truth in A Citizen’s Dissent , pp. 41-2: 

"Epstein had infoimed me of his trip to Vermont to visit Wesley J. 

Liebeler, a 3 om[tl i ss i orl lawyer. . .Liebeler had shorn him a number of documents... 

then 

with one being of genuine significance. It was the/unavailable FBI report of 
December 9, 1963.. .In ^ndon I received a telephone call from de Antonio. He 
reported that Epstein had told him he had secured a copy of the FBI report and 


that he added, ’I have^my own book now. 


This cannot be regarded as accidental error. Further, Salandria ’.s 
article. In a magazine known to Mark and to which he has contributed, was in 
circulation before his pre-publication statement. He knew Epstein's hook would 
he out before his, whether or not he then knew of WHITEWASH. It is a deliberate, 
willful lie, typical of Mark’s attitude and the character of the promotion of his 


books 





"First" and "Only" for Mark. Ad for A Pit. 

v j. s*? l m. 

^ yr^X-jg £qr-.-fl-»>«^ Publishers* Weelcl^ fa5T, 


Dissent. 


doublepage: "It is the only completely 

.documented critique of the Warren Commission Report", wfiich is false and was 

K ~Pe L^t-- 'Yt'i/yiJ /, _ /’ 

known to be. -Not iram:uL^. fto - r - thn nnrpp a 'i gn a 31 d the 

■j S*t:/Ui 

publisher agree to cease and desist^ «e l -t houg h /pe and Mark never 
From the publisher's announcement of the film* "Lane has recently completed 
a book (then unpublished), the first based on a thorough examination of the 
complete 26 volumes of the Warren Commission Report...." 

With like devotion to truth. Lane and his publisher tore modestly 
claim that it is he who founded "the Reform Democratic Movement", in which 
such humble lesser personalities as Eleanor Roosevelt and Senator Herbert ) 

t , J). 

Lehman, joined. tQis is a favorite line repeated in the brochure ./ItS-^Sfciptive 

zil ' 

language exactly the seme in cases. 

Of similar integrity is the false representation of Sales of Rush 

m T . v _ £ — 'fjtf'ht' hi 1 } l Li 

i o Judgement, as in nook Seek, 225,000 copies "in print", and I t hihirTete^$s<^»er 4 

figures, whereas in the cover ad for A Citizen’s Dissent, the sales figure is 

given as but 140,000. 


14 

ot inconsistent is the modest ad on the front cover of fjj.l 3 li.sher s’ 

Weekly, the most exalted position in the trade. >$g; with unended modesty, bills ji- c_ 

itadpf and Mark as "The thrilling story of a lone determined man who stood up 

to 'the Establishment ’-and won." In smaller type, "...this thrilling account 

of what one man - virtually alone -can do when he is determined..." 

If M ark "won", does not one Question what Garrison feels impelled to do?^^ 
Jt&Ux. 4 ? j /d. fU*. 1^0 fy^- /id <rhhUfff{ v 

Thfe cover of the book is consistent. There the ^tn^egiej to bring the 


r j fal 

truth about the assassination to light is pitched as "his dissent". 

Now the grim- the word used on the cover- truth is that the one man who 
wa s never alone, the one to have widespread assistance in financing, research and 
other services, the one of the original critics farthest from alone, is Mark, as, 
with considerable understatement, A Citizen’s Dissent, in an entirely different 



2 


context, proves. As a matter of fact, in ble of his partly-truthful ahberations, 
IViark also scknowldgeff, without indication of the magnitude, indebtedness to a 
large number of people who did much of his basic research for him. On p. 25 of 
Hush to Judgement those credited /'as investigators and researcher^Cb V~riamS . 
total 17 s and he pTher other significant help. Which is one way of being "alone” 
In sane cases, these people did ^alX of Mark’s work for him, still 


another way of being "alone". 



Three of the appendices of Rush To Judgement properly belong in the 


text, one is as much as two pages long. /aafca Ama rV-irtm-J teaiv-ygLnf 1 Aha isjc fc. 
none is the sort of thing that is customarily in the appendix. 

However, if these tad been included in the body of the hook after it 
was in page proof and after it was indexed, the whole book would have had to have 
been repaged, the index done over, and there would have been great cost ahd chaos. 
Bearing on this is the double-page ad in Publishers* Weekly, which 


promises that Rush To Judgement will contain "photographs dffom the SaniaSlSEX 


archives which have never before been seen by the public". 




, i is>-> J 


ITow there is‘not a single picture in Rush to Judgement. Promises/ and 
expensive ads to the contrary, not one l 

Instead we have three parts of the text called "appendix". 

Appendix II is called "The Hypothetical Medical Questions"., This 
is a treatment and an understanding of the Commission’s misuse of evidence and its 
powers that had appeared only in WHITEWASH. 

Appendix IT is "The Capability of the Rifle". Here the material appeared 
in both THITEUASH and Inquest. ... - , 

Appendix X is tn5 - a**^s»t of Lane’s bitterest gall. It is mislabelled 
"Excerpt Trom the Testimony of Helen L. Markham." It is not. It is a discussion of 

what Ije/missed in her testimony-and she was his big deal, “a had tape recorded a . 

'flu k*-/ oii'iy 4< )/f n-'t- VW Hi J - r }b?J 


'flu h*/ rV# W U-u- jj-x. f juu Jbij 

phone conversation with her and had had her interviewed, wh4d^-ei3aAttt£’~t he sighTTi^,^^ 

cant misrepresentation ^y the Commission, presented as though she were not afraid 

of the perjury she had committed but was afraid she would he hurt by the honor of 

being asked to appear on TV with the President of tie United States. . This appeared 

in S5HITEUASH only. Until this "appendix", that is. 

Lane and his publisher never satisfactorily explained this seeming 

plagiarism. I was able to cheek it out wittr someone who had access to the version 

if iJ-ij h't'f 

of his manuscript prepared for c opy ri ght .XKSX 's^mSSSXX iffiiSXgnCphMXS h.tiX 


The same is true of his movie and my material. This is still another 
way of being "alone". 



Zapruder 



in ’WHITEWASH 


Ha Ting never understood the real significances of the Zaoruder film, 
having done none of the considerable important work on it, having missed the 

most glaring destruction of xte essential parts of it, Mark never ceases misrep- 
repsenting who did. 

•lowing full wellthalTT 

alleges in his Pl^toy interview exactly 
the contrary. Here there is a virtuoso display of both his intergity and his 
knowledge-of the fact, the testimony and the Commission personnel; (p. 46) 

"The question of these missing frames was brought before one of 
the Commission's lawyers last year by Qavid Lifton, a graduate engineering student 
ana an associate of the Citizens' Committee of Inquiry. The lawyer was so 
concerned he wrote {the fomner head of the Commission} This Commission lawyer 
commented:' I have no recollection that anybody considered what happened to 
the sign or that anybody was aware of the fact that the frames were omitted". 

"Omitted" as a replacement for* destroyed^ a considerable understatement 
for Omni sc in A Mark to be quoting. The ^Lawyer is Wesley Liebeler, from whom Mark . 
ay for a long time running, a ng^ga,io&t--w hom=jie^promi sed to file a suiWor~~'~ 

/ j 

calling Mor'n/a lifir but apparently never did. 

Now if there is anyone who did have knowledge end did have -'recollection" 

about these two things, it is Lesley Li ebeler, who took the testimony on the same 

day from the two people who^avS^fTWith the sign, it was Groundskeeper Emmett 

Hudson, as I published in TO2WASH. With t£e missing frames, of the Zapruder 

film, it was his own "testimony !f ~ih _ l F o'Iume f JTatta ched) . 

Now a year before this alleged interest by fifton and lapse of memory 

by Liebeler, all of this was^ brought to light in WHITEWASH, But Mark, consistent 

with^his pose of having done everything that was done and all that has never been 
V p 

done and alone and unassisted^- pretends no other books exist. This is consistent 
with the failure of his hook to bring forth any major new information about the 



assassination or its investigation and oonsistent with his own high concepts 


legal and literary ethics. 


Tt ' rn e-hua.- fa_TAMi i Ui.i w different version 


of personal integrity and 
A £» 


A , ,, . v, a 

*^^ v ^^of-iioi_]cnow ledge of the mi, sairtg— tea 


4^ 


mss— o f _t be__?fl p r i ider—gj^b-wfas-Jarough t to 

(Ht ^ 

=as-Afe=appear^ in the reprint of Rush To Judgement, hesslded on that 

n s ~ v 

cover as important new information. 


^eas e _raa A ■ i t , M g r k . 



Several other items, each its own kind of monument to the integrity, 
depth and exhaustiveness of Mark's work, and his dependability, are in the same 
Playboy interview. On page 48, for example, this; in reference to the documents 
burned by the doctor in charge of the autopsy: 

"Think sfx±4 about this for a moment. Here we have a commander in the 
United States Navy, who is also a doctor, assigned to perform the autopsy on the 
assassinated President of the United States, burning his draft notes on the 
autopsy. 

Now Mark, before this, knew the truth but his vanity prevented acknowledge- 
ment of it, for he pretends all knowledge began with and is vested in him. During 
the taping of a TV show many months earlier he had made the same mistake in ehallen- 
gingmme, as had Jim BisMp. Thex exchange, so unflattering to both of these self- 
touted "experts”, was edited from the final showing. But on that occasion what 
w ark had learned is that the autopsy notes were not burned. Worse, they were 
suppressed by the government. I have receipts for them through the White ^puse 
and Secret Service to the Warren Commission. What was burned is the first draft of 
the autopsy proetocol itself. 

On the same page Mark was asked, " Did the bullet fragment s found 
in the governor’s wrist, rib and thigh maych Exhibit 399?" Mark's reply was, 

"Of Sourse not”...” 

^o fragments of bullet weee recovered from Governor Connally's chest 

or thigh. 

In subsequent apology, the editors of Playboy told ae they had devoted 
an enormous amount of staff time and personnel for three weeks in an effort to 
eliminate the error in this interview. These are hut samples of what remained. 



^bf'E'L'P l ' 'V' 


Mark was in Europe when news of the Garrison probe broke. Despite the 

fact that his own work was barren on New Orleans and he had done nothing to 

/ 

help with the investigation^fothers of us had/, he rushed into print with the 
statements I believe from Home, that he was hastening to New Orleans to give 
Garrison all he had. On New Orleans, from^M^^^^.. that boils down to the 

H *i>/ 

seriously-wrong information that Clay Bertrand •ops a lawyer. The only reference 
to him is on pege 390 and reads," .. .end Andrews had told the FBI on November 23 
a lawyer named Clay Bertrand called to ask him to represent Oswald in Dallas". 

The most casual reading of Andrews' testimony, the most limited comprehension, 

i !d 

makes clear that Bertrand was not a lawyer. 

e 

There were other tidbits of such "news", particularly on the. 
electronic media. Then on March 28 the New Orleans State s-Item carried the 
abrupt switch, that instead Garrison bad given Lane all his information, vhich 
is, of course, the only way Mark could know about the case, having done none of the 
work himself. In what can in no way be considered proper conduct by a lawyer and in 
a way promptly seized upon by the defense. Mark said Garrison had given him a 
"full outline" of his ease, rather remarkable because Garrison had by then not 
fully developed his case, having just begun it. 

""When it is presented in court it will shake this country as it has 

flusK/ TkW ! 

never been shaken before", s quoted as saying. TJPI quoted h 1 m^rwt = 3?ry-fri*g ., 

"They are going to be embarrassed when the jury says guilty... The foundations of 

the country will be shaken when the evidence is disclosed in court". All of this 



qrvx ^iVnX J 

ethies^e&d Judge Haggerty /as agreeing "Lane's remarks are 'inflaming s public 
from which we must select a jury'." 

Earlier, as though he had the remotest knowledge, having neither known 
nor written of Ferrie, Lane, as the Philadelphia Inquirer put it February 24, 1967, 


"said in Paris the death of Ferrie 'may break the case wide open'." His predictions 
are on a par with his knowledge. 




25maS32^ 


This same story reads, "Lane said lie would telephone new information 
on the New Orleans aspect of the assassination to Garri son" .Remarkably , none of 


this "new information seems to he in the reprint of-fea-i 


then just out, snd 


none has been heard of sinoe, "Shat was "new" is the need to sell Mark’s paperback 


edition, and that he did. 


The information Mark said he would send Garriaen is in its skimpiest 


and least accurate fornL in i 

he (knew nothing^-sd/ the 3FBI reports on 


it relates to a Mrs. Sylvia Odio, about whom 
orts on~Wefa<Ee^md not understand. 


Although there is no such indication in Rush To Judgement , Lane wrote 
a series of articles for the Copenhagen paper Sstrablad et, the one appearing ^areh 
31, according to Reuters, EHBii reading, "I know who fired the fatal shot at 
President Kennedy. I know the forces behind the murder of the President." No doubt 
intending further"help" for Garrison, he also sai^^ie was the only person 
apart from those on Jim Garrison's staff who had seen the extensive evidence 
collected in New Orleans". 

He has not seen fit to let us know in the more than a year tha^has 

passed^ year in which he wrote a new book and earbd a in 

numerous public appearances}-' who this murderer is, who the forces responsible 

are. In fact, his writing is unique in offering nothing like this. 

His line, even his exact words, were soon echoed by his friend Mort 

Sahl, whose concept of helping the investigation is to annomicj) on coast-tocoast 

TV that a comedian is one of Garrison’s investigators. Safel told Jeremy Campoell, . 

__ 0/ Pi+MH I) S,n S 

of the ' u ond on Expresses young man dedicated to opposing the discossry 



i^g of the truth about the assassination\^that he, too, knew the name oi the 
assassin and "when Garrison tells his story, the implications will shake the 
country to its foundations". 

Other may f have different concepts of who, rather then Garrison, is 


"helped” by suchf publicity. 


With this auspicious beginning, %rk gave up his teaching post at 
Stanford ana moved to New Orleans, where he distinguished himself by doing no 
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investigative work and picking up what he could from Garrison’s files. Thus,,*** 

billin S fci“s»*r, as in a signed article in a 
west-coast news letter, ^6 "unpaid chief investigator for D.A. Jim Garrison”, 
ind all the time I thought that was "Gurvich"’. 

In the April 12 Los Angeles Free Press he waswriting about the 
Zapruder film and spilling the secrets of the Garrison office just as though 
he xnew whau he was talking about, as though he had done the work he so glibly 
presented as his, talking about the missing frames of the Zapruder film as though 
he had discovered them and written about them when he had the opportunity. Of 
the film Life gave Garrison, he wrote, "An excellent first-generation color re- 
print was delivered to Garrison and screened by the grand jury..." Aside from the 


screening, all of this, to anyone with the remotest familarity with the Zapruder 

film , is false. It is not excellent, not first generation, and is not even 

$0 Is It It-S/S* 

complete. The editing of this rather crude copy is «» imong those Mark 

J 

quotes is his adequately uninformed frlentf^who he describes as rsagEamtesJan 
engineer^, who has made ah analysis of aspects of the Zapruder film..." Gary is 
one of the least knowledgeable about the Zapruder film. It is not taxing reality 
to say he knows so little about it that, although he is, thaiks to Mark, a flat foot 
in New Orleans, he is not Garrison’s expert on the Zapruder film.^lt is, in fact, 

I who took that assistant district attorney to the National Archives and showed 

him That was entirely unknown to the Garric/sn office?} 

Vj J 

Perhaps this is subject to ready explanation: Lillian Castellano, who 
independent of me also discovered the destruction of jart of the Zapruder film, 
offered tteVfree use to Marines^ his owif 


m u 


his own'writing 


judgement's xcluded it from 

y 


Ls truly on "expert", on "help", though it has yet to be 
determined how much he hag "helped" Garrieen. The statistics on the sale of his 
hooks, however, does show what wa know he helped. Also his fees for public appear- 
ances. Aside from picking other peoples brains and work, which I think we can 

/if 

look forward to in 4&other hook, and acting as a messenger boy when a member of an 
audience gave him a message for G arri j^ it Wo u!d be nice to know just how much 
investigation he has done while living in New Orleans? 



f 


I «'»' f 


On the subject of Mark’s "help” to Garrison and the success o? 
case in court, the story he wge^t hp L 0 s \geles Free Press> issue Qf 5 / 3 _ g / 68j 

is of interest It discloses jsKnter^eption" of a letter by Edgar Eugene Bradley, 
charged with conspiracy by Garrison* 

Jid / 

^^Aside from the unlikeliness that Mark is here confessing a^crime- more 
like^faking credit for what someone else did - how does publication of this 
story help anythingbbut the sale of his new book? 


And what effect does it have on the use of the evidence in court-or 
the rights of the accused? 







The knowingly raise claims by Mark and his published/ never ended, 

although more than four months later, the vice-president promised they would J^' 

reckoned without Mark, however, and the attractiveness and profitability 
l f I yjnS M-jl t <-<(/> ft ( r>. ) 

of ly4afer'This was not Because they were not called to attention, and not 
because there was no time correct the inaccuracy in the writing or the 
advertising and public relations. All were called to Holtts and Lane’s attention 


iur'before the scheduled publication date,, 


three months before publication, fou 

fl'fll&V' <-■<- Vjui f]^-\ J}ji'h ■ 

f .^The correspondence is unique in that neither Lane nor a olt was at 

any time responsive. Lane's contribution was to ignore completely all the 
probf of his own dishonesty and to threaten me /with a libel suit, never filed. 




■eaxen me pun a xi 

~pLc U k^i Uc'h 


pL 


the income of the Citizens’ Committee of Inquiry was spent on his hi 

/t l /w” (vf-t “ (/t/WuC* y) ^ yjj . ---jpfUiiL./ 

«’ r hen > ^ ft'gt i jw ®ark did not address himself to ■h£’g / li 


for saying what he simultaneously acknowledged was tru^xhisletter in itself 
ends forever the current lie about how’hlone" he was, and it further makes clear 
the falsity of the new book which makes this pretense, for it acknowledged that 

behalf. 4fi- 
, 'lies and 

frbs t-W '. — ^ 

false representations, I ,/ wrote Holt to tell them he had not in any way responded. 

ti / 

Neither did Holt, unfD/a new and flagrant repetition te/the fraud Mark and Holt 

apparently felt essential to the success of fete • feeefc p saaro d, Un September 1, 1966 

I again wrote Arthu^ cohen, whose nonsequitur is classic. 

He passed offtheir fraudulent advertising as "the intramural compet- 
W 

ition o:f the experts, promised to he an honest man thenceforth (while adknolwedging, 
inherently, that he had received maximum benefit from the fraud), and offered an 

A/j 

entirely frivolous non-explanation of the /'plagiarism he did not even bother to geny. 

One of the more interesting aspects of this exchange, as it is one of the 
more fescinating mixed mi srepresentatioayand suppressions from Mark’s new opus, is 
his non-resnonse to the somewhat unusual effort by H 0 lt to ruin me and defend the 

c ‘ £TX / n 

Commission prior to the appearance of ■ u ariy a — begk. It was on the AU^p Burke 
Show, in New York. Despite all of /lark' s many references to it, including the 


allegation that in some way he there was on the heroic order, he foundho space for 



the simple truth. 


Now what really heppened is that the station asked the American Trial 
Dwyers Association to send (audience-* participants to oppose me. Its then president. 
Jack Fuchsburg, several months later assured me he had declined any aprticipation, 
even unof ficialoj Sc, in th - a - words of t he— st ation -as • repreneirt^dr ives~gf — bfae~-Tri_al- 

jj. 

s Ijswyerah A s s o&iat dl&ay a motlsysssms? of legal eagles, led by a man claimed as Holt’S 


lawyer by its director of public relations, lay in ambush^ pit 

pnfi r r v L rf As fi^urCt- 

foa? their ignorance, conspj 




’ S'trfXv' ?L*jr 

spicuous bad manned scientific incompetence, 

<3% \CrcAt& 

efforts s&d browbeating and general stupidity, I confess indebtedness, for-^ t - -ic 


made that show the sensation it was an d-tne &e perhaps the major single 
contribution to opening up the subject and calling to public attention the 
inability of any combination of lawyers to defend the Beport. It ran for more 
than two hours and was, I am told, the first one-man special of that kind in 
TY history. to #, you will not fin^in " A Citizen’s Dissent ", for to it Mark 

cannot dissent. j} if A WlA ift~ * 

On September 1, 1966, I asked H Q it Yice-gresident Arthur ^ohen for 
his assurance that ikHmaxiasyEXs "none of these lawyers has or had any kind of 
an association whatsoever with your company." His reply-this time he did snswer- 
was, with the emphasis his, to "assure" me "that there is absolutely no connection 
between Holt Rinehart and ' rt inston and any television station, and in particular no 
connection between ’S-olt, Rinehart snd Winston end Alan Burke or "SKEW-TY in Hew York." 

solicited my further assurance th8t "any allegation to the comtrary" or any 
inferenee of pressure on the station "would be malicious and untrue and would 
undoubtedly be defended by our counsel". 

One can only hope that his counsel performs better in court than on 

TY. 

What this non-response, so reminiscent of some of Mark’s touted 

footnote^/ret ailed by the thousand as they aret^does not do, is answer what 

■Mr. Cohen could not deny: that his own lawyer took the lead in this attempted 
literary assassination. I do not think it was his intention to stand by his man 





ivwvjvj*na«>j«H^o-*ucw.s«s»ewMfc»i S uM W w B a aW a^ i 3 a ^ 


ia the moment of his greatest defeat, *ere he end his numerous colleagues .ere 
simultaneously and oh so publicly bested by the man who to Mark is merely a 



1968 Publisher^J^y. ! am no less surprised at his silence than 

at Mark's, for "ark has established himself as a man content to harvest hi E 
reward in the till. 



’J 



